92            EVOLUTION   AND   ITS   MODERN   CRITICS

the pubis, so that only the posterior (or ischial) margin
of the obturator fenestra (xy) finally remains.

(3)  u It is improbable that the great obturator foramen should
have disappeared  long ago  from  the Sirenian pelvis  while the
traces of the smaller acetabulum persist " (D., p. 60).

The acetabulum presumably persists because it serves
to articulate the femur, even when the latter has become
vestigial. The disappearance of the obturator follows
from the disappearance of the pubis. Size does not
come into the question.

(4)  (Corresponding to 5 and 6 of Mr. Dewar's list,
his 4, 7 and 8 referring to Cetacea, but see 5, below).

4' The gradual transformation of a land-animal into ... a
sea-cow appears to be physically impossible, because the tail
could not act as a propeller by vertical motion until the pelvis
had been so reduced in size as to render locomotion on land
impossible. . . . There are no known animals . . . intermediate
between . , . the sea-cows . . . and any land-mammal. Neither
the otter-shrew (Potamogale) nor the musquash (Fiber} are inter-
mediate. ... In their case the tail is moved from side to side
in swimming, while in ... sea-cows it is moved up and down'"
(D., p. 6i)/

Admittedly we have here a " difficulty of the evolu-
tion theory." While the links are missing it is difficult
to picture their exact mode of life. Precisely the same
difficulty occurs when we try to picture how the wheel
was evolved from the roller: the exact nature of the
intermediate stages have so far baffled all attempts at
reconstruction. The easiest way out of the difficulty
would be to give up the attempt and say that the wheel
was not a human invention but a supernatural revela-
tion ; yet I know of no one who has adopted that view.
Everyone believes that the wheel was developed out of
the roller, though no one can confidently say how.

(5)  In a number of references (4, 7 and 8) to the dif-
ferences between Sirenia and Cetacea Mr. Dewar seems